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solutions, no Government program can
replace private sector charities and
civic contributions. States can do it
better than the Federal bureaucracy,
but communities and individuals will
ultimately have to solve this crisis.
For instance, if given $10,000 to spend
on a welfare programs of their choice,
most Americans would choose to con-
tribute to the local homeless shelter or
Salvation Army over some Government
welfare program because they know
the private sector will be more effec-
tive.

During this welfare debate, it is my
hope that we can discuss ways to end
what John Goodman of the National
Center for Policy Analysis has called,
the ‘‘Federal Government’s monopoly
on welfare tax dollars.’’ I support the
provision of S. 1120 that allows States
to contract with private charitable or-
ganizations—including religious orga-
nizations—to meet the needs of recipi-
ents within their State.

I also believe that allowing taxpayers
to claim a credit on their Federal tax
returns for dollars or hours donated to
a qualified charity will give taxpayers
the opportunity to decide how their
welfare tax dollars are spent and will
promote private sector involvement. I
will support efforts to establish such a
tax credit; I will also support efforts to
change sections of the Tax Code that
provide disincentives to marriage.

Mr. President, I would ask my friends
on both sides of the aisle to recognize
the urgency of our task. I respect the
intentions of those who disagree with
our proposals for more fundamental re-
form. But the bureaucratic responses
to the problem have failed. It is time
for something else. The status quo of
the past 30 years will no longer suffice.
As candidate for President Clinton
said, ‘‘we must end welfare as we know
it.’’

The most compassionate thing we
can do for those on welfare is to get
them off of welfare. The measure of our
success will not be by how many people
we cover, but how few we need to
cover. Our current system has the ef-
fect of enslaving human beings to lives
of dependency. Mr. President, let us
end the bureaucratic welfare state; let
us create an opportunity society.
f

WAS CONGRESS IRRESPONSIBLE?
CONSIDER THE ARITHMETIC

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, on that
November evening in 1972 when I first
was elected to the Senate, I made a pri-
vate commitment that I would never
fail to see a young person, or a group of
young people, who wanted to see me.

It has proved enormously beneficial
to me because I have been inspired by
the more than 60,000 young people with
whom I have visited during the nearly
23 years I have been in the Senate.

Most of them have been concerned
about the enormity of the Federal debt
that Congress has run up for the com-
ing generations to pay. These young
people and I almost always discuss the

fact that under the U.S. Constitution,
no President can spend a dime of Fed-
eral money that has not first been au-
thorized and appropriated by both the
House and Senate of the United States.

That is why I began making these
daily reports to the Senate on Feb-
ruary 22, 1992. I wanted to make a mat-
ter of daily record of the precise size of
the Federal debt which as of yesterday,
Monday, August 7, stood at
$4,946,673,660,276.63 or $18,777.66 for
every man, woman, and child in Amer-
ica on a per capita basis.
f

THE STATE DEPARTMENT
AUTHORIZATION BILL

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I rise
today as Chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on East Asian and Pacific Affairs to
express my great disappointment that
the Senate was unable last week to
complete work on S. 908, the State De-
partment Authorization bill. Perhaps
‘‘unable’’ is not quite accurate, Mr.
President; ‘‘prevented’’ is closer to the
truth. We were prevented from voting
on the bill—in fact, prevented even
from reaching more than a handful of
the ninety or so amendments to it—by
the obstinacy of the Democrat minor-
ity in the Senate.

I strongly believe that S. 908 is more
than just a simple authorization bill; it
is a litmus test for our willingness to
change, our willingness to heed the
mandate we received last November to
save money, cut bureaucracy, and
make government more responsive to
both the taxpayer and the times. S. 908
was the first authorization measure
this Congress to reach the floor within
required budget targets. Moreover, the
bill proposed to reduce dramatically
bureaucratic overlap and duplication of
effort among several agencies by bring-
ing those agencies and much of their
personnel under one roof in the State
Department. This reorganization of our
foreign policy apparatus, a reorganiza-
tion supported by five former Secretar-
ies of State, would save over $3.66 bil-
lion over four years.

But despite the savings, despite the
streamlining, despite the benefits to
the exercise of our foreign policy, the
forces arrayed against the bill joined to
form an unholy alliance with one ob-
jective: stop the legislation. I think
this fact was most clearly illustrated
by this statement from an A.I.D. inter-
nal memo brought to light while the
bill was still in its formulative stage:

The strategy is ‘‘delay, postpone, obfus-
cate, derail’’—if we derail, we can kill the
merger. . . . Official word is we don’t care if
there is a State authorization this year.

From the very beginning, despite re-
peated invitations from the Chairman,
the administration refused to even
meet to discuss the bill or participate
in the drafting of it. There was no com-
promise, no constructive criticism, no
alternatives—nothing. Instead, they
stonewalled, obstructed, thwarted and
delayed. Secretary Christopher, who
had earlier championed a plan ex-

tremely similar to that envisioned by
S. 908, was muzzled by the White House
and suddenly opposed the idea. The
only active interest they evinced was
to engage in a distortion campaign.
They claimed that folding the agencies
into State would mean agency pro-
grams would be run by State employ-
ees with no experience in the fields,
while failing to mention the fact that
the bill also provided for the large-
scale transfer of agency staff to ensure
continuity. They labelled supporters of
the cost-savings provisions in the bill
‘‘isolationists,’’ overlooking the fact
that we’ve asked every other depart-
ment and agency to tighten its belt.
They contacted countless private
groups that benefit directly (and mone-
tarily) from AID programs and fore-
casted doom and gloom in an effort to
generate lobbying against the bill.
They said the President had an alter-
native plan far superior to the bill, but
never produced one—the first time in
my memory that the White House had
failed to do so. It became clear that,
like much of what this administration
says, it is only paying lip service to his
pledges to ‘‘reinvent government.’’

When it became clear that the bill
was destined to leave the committee
and go to the floor, the focus of the ad-
ministration’s efforts shifted to make
sure that the Senators in the minority
toed the administration line. Two at-
tempts to invoke cloture—not to stop
debate but to limit it to a manageable
30 hours—failed along strictly party
lines. Only the distinguished ranking
minority member, Senator PELL, indi-
cated that getting a final vote, either
up or down, was more important than
obstructionism. Dozens of amendments
materialized, many aimed at nothing
less than delay.

Mr. President, I am amazed at how
quickly the Democrats have forgotten
their own words; how quick they are
not to practice what they preach. For
example, there was this statement in
the last Congress from Senator HARKIN,
who voted against cloture on S. 908:

Well, it was obvious that after chewing up
about 7 or 10 days of the August break that
the Republicans simply were just going to
talk it [the bill being debated] to death.
They were going to offer amendments, talk
on and on, and drag the whole process out
and never reach any real, meaningful votes
on [the] bill . . . the Republicans say no . . .
[w]e will not take the keys that we hold to
gridlock and unlock that padlock and open
the door. . . .

Madam President, I have served in the
Congress now for 20 years. I have seen a lot
of fights in the House and in the Senate,
some pretty tough ones; I have seen some
pretty tough debates and pretty tough is-
sues. . .. But in my 20 years in this Congress
I have never seen anything like exists today.
This attitude of gridlock, of stopping every-
thing . . . that we have to stop things be-
cause perhaps the only way to take over is to
tear it down. . . .

No, I have never seen anything like this in
20 years; the sort of the mean spiritedness,
the antagonisms, the inability to give either
side their proper due and to let legislation
move. There is nothing wrong with people to
want to amend and change, everyone should
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have their viewpoint and they should be
heard. When it gets to the point where peo-
ple just adamantly block everything, then
surely this Senate and this Congress has be-
come something that our forefathers never
envisioned. . . . But this is not what our
forefathers envisioned. They envisioned a
legislative body that, yes, would debate and
discuss and amend, but would do something
and get something through. We now have a
situation where the minority side will not
permit that to happen. 140 Congressional
RECORD S–13262.

There was this from Senator
LAUTENBURG, who also voted against
cloture on S. 908:

In my view, Mr. President, the answer is
simple: the Republican leadership simply did
not want the Congress, as an institution, to
demonstrate that it can do the business of
the people. . . . In the past, I have encoun-
tered steady opposition by Republican Sen-
ators who stalled for months any serious
consideration of the bill and asked for ex-
tremist changes that would destroy its re-
forms. . . . And unfortunately, in the Senate
where the rules and filibusters give the mi-
nority the ability to paralyze, we can see
very clearly the handwriting on the wall if
we ask for a vote on [the bill]. 140 Congres-
sional RECORD S–14221.

From Senator BOXER, another oppo-
nent of cloture on S. 908, we heard:

Madam President, I am very disappointed
that a large majority of my Republican col-
leagues have decided that, outside of routine
business, they really do not want to continue
the work of this Congress. They want to stall
and run the legislative clock down. They
would rather talk on and on, even all
through the night if that is necessary, to kill
legislation that I believe is important to the
American people. Madam President, the fili-
buster has a new best friend: The Republican
Party. They embrace the filibuster. They
love the filibuster. . . .

[W]e Democrats underst[and] that you
[have] to get things done no matter which
party [is] in control. We [do] not stop legisla-
tion. . . .

We did not come here to filibuster, we
came here to work. We have a can-do spirit
in this country . . . not a no-can-do yak-yak-
yak through the night, stop the progress at-
titude. . . . We are supposed to do the work
for the people; the operative word is ‘‘work.’’
140 Congressional RECORD S–13400.

Finally, Mr. President, we heard this
from Senator BIDEN, another opponent
of cloture on S. 908:

I also find it fascinating to listen and hear
about what gridlock is. Let us talk about
what gridlock is—my definition of gridlock.
My definition of gridlock is when you have a
clear majority of the elected representatives
of the American people who work in the U.S.
Congress—Democrat and Republican, House
and Senate—when a clear, undisputed major-
ity want to do something and a minority re-
peatedly comes along and says we are not
going to even let you vote on whether or not
we are going to do that—that seems to me to
be gridlock, or obstruction. . . . Now, that is
gridlock. I am not taking issue with any-
body’s views on the floor. I am not taking
issue with their views, if they believe them
as a matter of principle and that is the only
reason. There are a lot of crazy ideas that
are reflected in the American public and the
American psyche and the U.S. Senate. I have
been the father of some of those crazy ideas.
So, I respect that. . . . But the American
people do not understand, nor should they
have to understand, the technicalities—such
as with the legal system and the complex-

ities of the operation of the fifth amendment
and the fourth amendment and the second
amendment and the first amendment. They
look at it and say, ‘‘Wait a minute now, this
is right and this is wrong. Why are we doing
this?’’

One of the things the American people, I
think, also understand and view the same
way is their Government. We all in this body
know any Senator is within his rights to en-
gage in a filibuster, to use the parliamentary
rules to his or her advantage to keep a ma-
jority from prevailing—and there is an un-
derlying, solid rationale for that having been
put in the Senate rules. Notwithstanding
that, I think the American people have had
to wonder a little bit: Why is it that when re-
peatedly, time after time after time, an
overwhelming majority of Members of both
Houses of the U.S. Congress say they want to
do something, our Republican friends stand
up and say no. The party of no.

Maybe the Senator is correct, that the
American people do not like the [bill]. I did
not like it. So maybe I am with the Amer-
ican people. But I did not think the alter-
native was if I did not like that, we were not
going to cooperate and not going to deal
with the . . . problem in America. I thought
that is what we were supposed to do. We dis-
agree, we negotiate, we debate, we com-
promise and we act, when there is a majority
that wishes to do that.

The truth, Madam President, is that the
record is inescapable on what has happened
to this Congress and this Senate because of
filibusters, obstructionism, and gridlock.
And I know that some of my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle have raised this
issue in caucuses and are nervous about the
potential of this strategy because that is
what it is—a conscious . . . strategy to bene-
fit their party at the expense of the people.
It is a strategy to forsake America just to
impact the elections so that one political
party can win; not so that America can
win. . . . 140 Congressional RECORD S–14627.

Apparently my Democrat colleagues
have very short and selective memo-
ries. The Senator from Iowa took us to
task for offering countless nongermane
amendments in an effort to slow bills
down. Perhaps he would like to enquire
of the senior Senator from Massachu-
setts why he took to the floor last
week to offer an amendment on the
minimum wage to S. 908—hardly a for-
eign policy issue. The Senator from
California castigated us for preferring
to talk on and on, into the night if nec-
essary, to kill important legislation.
Perhaps she would ask her colleagues
why after two days of floor consider-
ation on S. 908 we were unable to
produce anything more than several
pages of Democrat rhetoric in the Con-
gressional RECORD. The Senator from
Delaware noted a conscious plan on our
part to block all major legislation in
order to benefit our party. Well. Mr.
President, I wonder if that Senator
would not agree that his party’s stall-
ing to death of S. 908, the Defense Au-
thorization bill, Regulatory Reform—
among others—demonstrates a simi-
larly conscious plan? The Senator from
Delaware noted that in the entire 103rd
Congress, there were 72 cloture mo-
tions filed and 41 recorded cloture
votes, which he characterized as ‘‘a
proud, record-breaking amount of ob-
structionism.’’ Well, in just the first 7
months of this Congress—7 month, Mr.

President—we have had 32 cloture mo-
tions and 16 recorded cloture votes. I
wonder what synonym for ‘‘obstruc-
tionism’’ the Senator from Delaware
would choose to describe that tragic
record.

Mr. President, Chairman HELMS has
promised to bring the bill back to the
floor in the near future. I hope that our
Democrat friends will take that oppor-
tunity to prove me wrong, call an end
to their unconstructive blockade, and
get down to doing the business the
American people sent us here to do.

f

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his
secretaries.

f

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

f

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. LUGAR, from the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry:

Jill L. Long, of Indiana, to be Under Sec-
retary of Agriculture for Rural Economic
and Community Development.

Jill L. Long, of Indiana, to be Member of
the Board of Directors of the Commodity
Credit Corporation.

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi-
nees’ commitment to respond to re-
quests to appear and testify before any
duly constituted committee of the Sen-
ate.)

f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. BROWN (for himself, Mr. CRAIG,
Mr. BURNS, and Mr. INHOFE):

S. 1130. A bill to provide for the establish-
ment of uniform accounting systems, stand-
ards, and reporting systems in the Federal
Government, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself
and Mr. AKAKA):

S. 1131. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to authorize the provision of fi-
nancial assistance in order to ensure that fi-
nancially needy veterans receive legal assist-
ance in connection with proceedings before
the United States Court of Veterans Appeals;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.
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